REMARKS 

The Office Action of November 18, 2005 has been carefully considered. 
Claims 1-20 and 22-29 are pending in the present Application. Claims 1, 14, 20, 
and 27 are independent claims. Reconsideration and allowance of the Application 
are respectfully requested. 

Claim Rejections Under 35 USC $112 

Claims 6, 7 and 14 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §112, second paragraph, 
as being indefinite. This rejection is respectfully traversed. 

To address the recitation "arranging conflicting policies from global 
policies to local policies," which is recited in each of the rejected claims, 
Applicant has amended the claims so that the language reads "arranging 
conflicting policies from global policies to local policies." Applicant submits that 
this language conforms to at least the requirements of 35 U.S.C. §112, second 
paragraph. 

The Office also suggests that the subject matter "determining an 
intersection of the conflicting policies; and electing a preferred policy based on the 
policy closest to the local policies and within the intersection of the conflicting 
policies" is indefinite. The Office states "applicant has no limitation/language that 
an intersection can possibly occur." The Office further states that the "selection of 
the preferred policy closest to the local cannot be achieved." The Applicant does 
not fully understand the Office's reasoning for rejecting the claims. 

The Applicant provides the following discussion to help the Office further 
understand the subject matter of the claims. Claim 14 recites "arranging 
conflicting policies from global policies to local policies; [and] determining an 



intersection of the conflicting policies." Examples of these acts are described in 
detail on page 15 of the present Application, last paragraph, and on page 16, lines 
1-3. The claim further recites "selecting a preferred policy based on the policy 
closest to the local policies and within the intersection of the conflicting policies." 
An example of this act is described on page 16 of the present Application, second 
full paragraph. Therefore, the indicated limitations are supported by disclosure in 
the Application and are plainly definite if a concrete grasp of the subject matter is 
attained. Therefore, Applicant submits that the language of claim 14 conforms to 
at least the requirements of 35 U.S.C. §112, second paragraph. Rejected claims 6 
and 7 recite subject matter that is similar to the subject matter discussed in 
connection with claim 14. Accordingly, Applicant respectfully submits that the 
language of claims 6 and 7 also conforms to at least the requirements of 35 U.S.C. 
§ 1 12, second paragraph. 

In accordance with the above, Applicant respectfully requests 
reconsideration and withdrawal of the 35 U.S.C. §112, second paragraph, 
rejection. 

Claim Rejections Under 35 USC $102 

Claims 1-20 and 22-29 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being 
anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 5,889,953 to Thebaut et al. (hereinafter "Thebaut"). 
This rejection is respectfully traversed. 

In overview, in order for prior art to anticipate a claim under 35 U.S.C. 
§102 every element of the claimed invention must be identically disclosed either 
expressly or under principles of inherency in a single reference. Further, the 
exclusion of a claimed element from a prior art reference, no matter how 



insubstantial, is enough to negate anticipation by that reference. The test of 
whether anticipation exists in a particular case is a question of fact, and is applied 
element-by-element to a single prior art reference. Only if the prior art literally 
reads on every element of the rejected claim will the claimed invention be 
anticipated under this test. With these principles of anticipation in mind, 
Applicant will now address the deficiencies of the current rejection under 35 
U.S.C. § 102(b). 

In the current Office Action, the Office asserts column 4, lines 5-54, 
column 8, lines 61-67 and column 9, lines 1-21 teach the subject matter of the 
independent claims. Applicant disputes the Office's assertions for the following 
reasons. 

Thebaut teaches a rule management system that is able to produce a set of 
rules that may be used in conjunction with a domain element E. (See column 4, 
lines 15-25.) These lines of the Thebaut patent teach that a set of rules that apply 
to domain element E may include a number of rules that belong to a collection of 
domains D. In other words, the set of rules that apply to domain element E 
include rules form other domains (domains D), if domain E "is a member" of the 
domains D. (See column 4, lines 18-19.) This portion of the disclosure also 
indicates there is a way to resolve conflicting rules, but how the resolution is 
achieved is not discussed. The last step in this section, step (4), is the actual 
creation of a rule set . It is important to realize that the rule set is established at this 
point. 

Thebaut further describes processes for resolving conflicts that may occur 
between rules in the rule set. (See column 4, lines 35-54.) These processes are 
defined in two classes: a before runtime class and a during runtime class. The 



"before runtime class" includes two strategies that attempt to address rule 
conflicts, associated with those rules in the set, before the set of rules is used 
during actual management of a system. The "during runtime class" includes five 
strategies that attempt to address rule conflicts, the conflicts associated with those 
rules in the set, while the set of rules is being used to manage a system. Two of 
the conflict abatement strategies in the "during runtime class" are: "select the rule 
that satisfies the largest number of conditions;" and "select the rule according to a 
predefined priority ranking of the rules." 

The Applicant will now explain why the above teachings from the Thebaut 
patent do not anticipate or suggest the subject matter of the rejected claims. 

Claim 1 recites: 

A computer- implemented method comprising: 
identifying multiple policies to be combined together; 
determining whether any conflicts exist between the multiple 
policies; 

adding non-conflicting policies to a merged policy set; 
resolving conflicting policies by selecting a preferred policy based 
on an allowed range of policy values; and 

including the preferred policy in the merged policy set. 

As is recited in the above claim, the claimed method adds "non-conflicting 
policies to a merged policy set." As was discussed above, Thebaut admits that 
rules may conflict within an established rule set, even when an attempt is made to 
make some kind of accommodation for conflicting rules when the rule set is 
created. This is one reason that Thebaut does not anticipate or suggest the subject 
matter of claim 1. More specifically, unlike Thebaut, the claim recites "non- 
conflicting policies" are in the merged policy set. 

Claim 1 further recites, in the case of conflicting policies, "resolving 
conflicting policies by selecting a preferred policy based on an allowed range of 



policy values; and including the preferred policy in the merged policy set." In 
distinction, the rule conflict resolution process described by Thebaut, and relied 
upon by the Office, teaches strategies that attempt to resolve rule conflict after the 
rule set is formed. This must be true, since the strategies identified above, for 
dealing with conflicts, are said to occur during "runtime" of the rule set. A system 
cannot run a rule set until the rule set is created. Yet, the Office suggests that 
these runtime strategies anticipate the recitation "resolving conflicting policies by 
selecting a preferred policy based on an allowed range of policy values; and 
including the preferred policy in the merged policy set." It seems the Office has 
neglected to give weight to the subject matter reciting that "the preferred policy" is 
included "in the merged policy set" during an act of "resolving conflicting 
policies." Such a practice is impermissible. For the additional reasoning given in 
this paragraph, Applicant respectfully submits that Thebaut does not anticipate or 
suggest the subject matter of claim 1. 
Claim 14 recites: 

A computer- implemented method comprising: 
identifying multiple policies to be combined together; 
determining whether any conflicts exist between the multiple 
policies; 

adding non-conflicting policies to a merged policy set; 
arranging conflicting policies in order from global policies to local 
policies; 

determining an intersection of the conflicting policies; and 
selecting a preferred policy based on the policy closest to the local 
policies and within the intersection of the conflicting policies. 

As is recited in the above claim, the claimed method adds "non-conflicting 
policies to a merged policy set." As was discussed above, Thebaut admits that 
rules may conflict within an established rule set, even when an attempt is made to 



make some kind of accommodation for conflicting rules when the rule set is 
created. This is one reason that Thebaut does not anticipate or suggest the subject 
matter of claim 14. 

The Office maintains that the Thebaut strategies "select the rule that issues 
from the most specific domain element" and "select the rule that issues form the 
least specific domain element" teaches the subject matter of the claim reciting 
"arranging conflicting policies in order from global policies to local policies." 
(See Office Action, page 5.) There is nothing in the relied upon portion of 
Thebaut that even remotely suggests that the rules are arranged in any manner. 
To the contrary, the subject matter referenced by the Office teaches selection of a 
rule from a most specific domain element, or selection of a rule from a least 
specific domain element. Selecting one of two rules has does not mean that those 
rules are arranged in the process. Thus, this selection process cannot teach or 
suggest the limitation "arranging conflicting policies in order from global policies 
to local policies." For these additional reasons, Thebaut does not anticipate or 
suggest the subject matter of claim 14. 

Claim 14 also recites "determining an intersection of the conflicting 
policies; and selecting a preferred policy based on the policy closest to the local 
policies and within the intersection of the conflicting policies." The Office 
maintains this recitation is taught in the Thebaut disclosure found at column 4, 
lines 40-44, column 8, lines 61-67 and column 9, lines 1-21. The Office 
summarily and without explanation, states "overlapping" anticipates the two 
limitations of the claim. 

The "overlapping" that the Office is referring to relates to a process of 
determining if two or more policies are in conflict. (See column 8, lines 64-65.) 



1 The process includes determining if the policies in question "operate on the same 

2 or intersecting sets of objects, AND [if] they have overlapping schedules." A 

3 policy management system selects one of the conflicting policies, over the other 

4 policy, using the fundamental rules of set theory. However, the policy resolution 

5 process of Thebaut makes not reference or suggestion to the claimed subject 

6 matter that recites "selecting a preferred policy based on the policy closest to the 

7 local policies and within the intersection of the conflicting policies." For these 

8 additional reasons as well, Thebaut does not anticipate or suggest the subject 

9 matter of claim 14. 

10 Claim 20 recites: 

11 An apparatus comprising: 

a storage device configured to store a merged policy set; and 

12 a management module coupled to the storage device and configured 

13 to identify multiple policies to be merged into the merged policy set, 
wherein the management module adds non-conflicting policies to the 

14 merged policy set and resolves conflicts among conflicting policies by 
selecting a preferred policy based on an allowed range of policy values. 

15 

16 As is recited in the above claim, the claimed method adds "non-conflicting 

17 policies to the merged policy set." As was discussed above, Thebaut admits that 

1 8 rules may conflict within an established rule set, even when an attempt is made to 

1 9 make some kind of accommodation for conflicting rules when the rule set is 

20 created. This is one reason that Thebaut does not anticipate or suggest the subject 

21 matter of claim 20. More specifically, unlike Thebaut, the claim recites "non- 
22 conflicting policies" are in the merged policy set. 

23 Claim 20 further recites, in the case of conflicting policies, resolving 

24 "conflicting policies by selecting a preferred policy based on an allowed range of 

25 policy values." The Applicant discusses why this subject matter of claim 20 is not 



anticipated by Thebaut in connection claim 1 . For brevity, the discussion will not 
be repeated here. For the additional reasoning given in this paragraph, Applicant 
respectfully submits that Thebaut does not anticipate or suggest the subject matter 
of claim 20. 

Claim 27 recites: 

One or more computer-readable media having stored thereon a 
computer program that, when executed by one or more processors, causes 
the one or more processors to: 

identify multiple policies to be combined together in a merged 
policy set; 

determine whether any conflicts exist between the multiple policies; 
include non-conflicting policies in the merged policy set; 
resolve conflicting policies by: 

selecting an allowed policy range; 

selecting a preferred policy range that is included in the 
allowed policy range; and 

including the preferred policy range in the merged policy set. 

As is recited in the above claim, the claimed method includes the subject 
matter "non-conflicting policies in the merged policy set." As was discussed 
above, Thebaut admits that rules may conflict within an established rule set, even 
when an attempt is made to make some kind of accommodation for conflicting 
rules when the rule set is created. This is one reason that Thebaut does not 
anticipate or suggest the subject matter of claim 27. More specifically, unlike 
Thebaut, the claim recites "non-conflicting policies" are in the merged policy set. 

Claim 27 also includes the subject matter "resolve conflicting policies by: 
selecting an allowed policy range; selecting a preferred policy range that is 
included in the allowed policy range; and including the preferred policy range in 
the merged policy set." The Office states that this subject matter is discussed in 
connection with the rejection of claims 1-10. However, none of those claims 
includes the indicated limitations of claim 27. The Office is respectfully reminded 



that a finding of anticipation can only be found when the requirements of 35 
U.S.C. § 102(b) are followed rigorously. Failing to specify in Thebaut reference 
were the limitations are taught shows the Office has not rigorously adhered to the 
requirements of § 102(b). Moreover, careful review of Thebaut reference shows 
these limitations of claim 27 are neither taught nor suggested therein. For these 
reason as well, Applicant submits that Thebaut does not anticipate or suggest the 
subject matter of claim 27. 

Each of the rejected dependent claims depends from one of the independent 
Claims 1, 14, 20, and 27 and includes other limitations that are not taught or 
suggested by the Thebaut reference. Therefore, for at least some of the above 
reasons, Applicant respectfully submits that the §102 rejection of claims 1-20 and 
22-29 is improper. Applicant respectfully requests reconsideration and withdrawal 
of the rejection. 



Conclusion 

Applicant has considered the other references cited by the Examiner in the 
Office Action. None of these references appear to affect the patentability of 
Applicant's claims. By the foregoing remarks, Applicant believes that pending 
claims are allowable and the application is in condition for allowance. Therefore, 
a Notice of Allowance is respectfully requested. Should the Examiner have any 
further issues regarding this application, the Examiner is requested to contact the 
undersigned attorney for the Applicant at the telephone number provided below. 
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